Parliamentary Government in England
tribunal's decision that the power of the Wheat Board to
regulate the "final" settlement of disputes by an arbi-
trator did not authorize the Board to exclude a right of
appeal from such a "final" settlement on questions of
law. This remarkable result was reached by presuming,
by reason of the absence of express words, that Parlia-
ment did not "intend" to repeal, in this' instance, the
Arbitration Act of 1889 ;* though what meaning the word
"final" can have if this be the case, it is difficult indeed to
understand.
The full examination of these tendencies would take us
far afield. But it is notable that, in an age of relatively
high taxation, the evasion of taxes by rich men has been
upheld by the Courts through a technique of interpre-
tation which it would be polite to call sophistry;3 the
recent discussion of the House of Lords in the Duke of
Westminster's cases is merely the high-water mark in a
series in which the judges seem to take the view that
tax-evasion is merely an exercise in civic casuistry in
which the presumption is inevitably against the State.
And all this must be read in the light of a curious tender-
ness towards the executive power in the type of case
where challenge to the executive comes from extreme
opinion or is conducted in an atmosphere of political
emergency. In Pasmore v. Elias^ Mr. Justice Horridge,
it is true rather by way of obiter dictum than by direct
decision, so whittled away the effect of Entick v. Carring-
tonS as to make it dubious whether that classic monument
to English freedom has effective meaning any longer.
Judges have done nothing to discourage the grave ten-
 *	R.W. Paul Ltd. r. Wheat Commission^ [1937] A.C* 139.
 *	€£ Professor Willis* brilliant article 16 Canadian Bar Review (1938), p. i,
and especially pp. 25 f.
 *	[1936] A.C i. The incisive dissent of Lord Atkin should be noted.
4 1*934] » K.B. 134.	5 (1765), 19 St. Tr. 1030.
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